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ABSTRACT

This research evaluates the Headquarters United States Marine Corps
method

of

conducting

analysis

surveys

perception of training effectiveness.

to

obtain

information on

Independent variables of rank,

time in service, time in grade, time in MOS, location, and MOS held were
considered

to

see if they have a significant effect on how a Marine

perceives

the

effectiveness

assignment to billet."
time in MOS,

between

effectiveness
F(4, 184)

"formal

school

training before

Multiple regression analysis was performed with

time in grade, and time in service as independent

Regression data revealed that no significant relationship

variables.
exists

rank,

of his

=

these

rating

1.09,

location did not

R.

independent

given

> .10).

to

formal

variables
school

and

the

training

training (R =

Analysis of covariance revealed

.153,
that

have a significant effect on training effectiveness

rating given, F(3, 188) = .763, R.

> .05, while the MOS that the Marine

held did have a significant effect on the training effectiveness rating
given, F(7, 187)

=

4.756, R. < .001.
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INTRODUCTION
Over 100 billion dollars

is spent each year on training by

industrial and governmental organizations (11·en, 1979 , p. 131) •

The

Department of Defense alone has a 38 billion dollar budget for training
for 1988 (Budget of the United States Government, 1988).
military

training,

not

Without proper

only might money be spent poorly, but more

importantly, improperly trained individuals might result in an inability
to ac hieve and maintain unit and force readiness for our nation (Ellis,

1986,

p.

1).

With consequences this severe,

it

is critical to

accurately monitor the benefits and effects of these training efforts,
and modify them appropriately.
To meet

the stringent demands of military training,

the Armed

Services established a standard set of interservice procedures for use
by all branches of the military for evaluating training effectiveness
(TRADOC

Pamphlet 350-30).

This

series

of documents

entitled

"Interservice Procedures for Instructional Systems Development" provides
step by step procedures on how to conduct both an internal evaluation
(conducted before and during actual

instruction)

and an external

evaluation (conducted after students have completed the instruction and
have been assigned to the job).
However, organizational constraints often preclude the use of the
more sophisticated designs for training evaluation (Wexley & Latham,
1981).

Methods are sought to provide reliable data without the

necessity of hands-on testing.
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The
evaluate

United
its

personnel,

States Army,

training

resources,

for

programs,

example,
but due

recognized

the need

to

to the unavailability of

and expertise in evaluation methodology,

formal

evaluation programs for use in training course improvement were not a
standard

feature

of

the Army training system (Witmer & Kristiansen,

1982, p. 12).
In 1976, a survey of training program evaluation activities in the
military services

indicated that, 1.n the Army,

individual schools did

little to assess the effectiveness of the courses they conducted (Hall,
Lam

& Bellamy).

In 1981, the Comptroller General of the United States,

in a report to the Congress, said, "Because the Army does not have an
effective Army-wide management system to oversee the skill training
program, it is difficult to identify where improvements are needed.

An

effective monitoring and evaluation system is needed to provide Army
commanders

at

all

levels

the program evaluation data and

management information needed for informed decision making"
The

Navy also discovered

that

other

(p. 7).

although a number of unrelated

approaches for obtaining post formal schools training feedback existed
in different Navy schools, there was no standard, systematic method for
obtaining such data.
programs,

the

Chief

To fill this gap in the evaluation of the training
of Naval

Education and Training (CNET),

N-34

assigned to the Training Analysis and Evaluation Group (TAEG) the task
of developing a

feedback method which would systematically and cost

effectively provide Navy
operational
1975, p. 11).

units

about

schools with critical
training -outcomes

information from

(Dyer,

At the completion of this assignment,

Ryan & Mew,

it was concluded
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that properly designed questionnaires administered in the field could
elicit useful, reliable feedback on post formal training.
Army,

in developing

1982,

utilized

Likewise, the

the Training Program Evaluation ( TPE)

information collected which included

system in

instructor and

trainee reactions to training (Witmer and Kirstiansen, 1982).
Finally, the United States Marine Corps is conducting a variety of
evaluation systems to assess their training effectiveness.
the Marine

Corps

Inspector General
exist

such

as

Combat
(IG)

Readiness

inspections.

They include

Evaluation System (MCCRES)

and

Additional evaluation programs

Exercise After Action

Reports,

Field

Supply

and

Maintenance Analysis Office (FSMAO), Flight Readiness Evaluation Data
System,

Naval Aviation Logistics Data Analysis

(NALDA)

System,

and

Maintenance Material Management (3M) System (HQMC Training Department,
1985).
and

All these systems or programs evaluate actual job performance

then may be compared to what was trained in the formal schools.

Similar

to

the Army,

consuming and costly;

conducting
and,

these analyses was considered time

therefore,

the programs were difficult to

conduct on a regular basis.
To augment the above programs, the Marine Corps developed Analysis
Survey Reports to gather information which can be used to improve and
evaluate training.

Similar to the Questionnaires developed by the Navy,

individuals who are performing the job in the field are surveyed on a
variety of issues.
it

prepared

Frequently, they are asked to rate their training as

them to perform

in the

field.

The results of

these

analyses are provided to the formal sch-0ols to assist them in updating
or modifying the curriculum.
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The above studies substantiate the use of reaction as a key method
to evaluate
most

all

training

literature

immediately following
even possible.
a course

effectiveness (Kirkpatrick, 1967).

is

suggests

Even though

that reaction information be acquired

the course, sometimes this is not reasonable or

For example, sometimes the number of students completing

so

small

that

information would not be significant.

A

solution to this would be to survey enough graduating classes over time
to

obtain a

significant sample size.

There are problems with this

approach also in that this type of research information is not available
to formal schools for a considerable period of time.
The Interservice Procedures for Instructional Systems Development
theorizes that after a certain period of time "the graduate will have a
difficult time making realistic judgments about bow well the instruction
prepared him for the job" (Phases IV and V, p. 68).
The

Marine

Questionnaires,

Corps,

however,

specifies

in

implementing Analysis

that "the most

Survey

important objective is

to

ensure Occupational Field (OccFld) and Military Occupational Specialty
(MOS) coverage.

Failure to survey a truly representative cross-section

of the target population may invalidate any decision that is based upon
the survey findings.

Within any OccFld survey, all the MOSs must be

represented and all grade levels must be adequately surveyed"

(HQMC

Training Department, 1985, p. D-4).
However, if individuals with a range of experience are surveyed on
how effectively

their

training

prepared

them for

their

job,

the

experience factor may cause one's perception of training effectiveness
to be distorted.

No previous military research was available which

5
analyzed

variables

effectiveness.
and

that may affect

one's

perception

of

training

However, a few studies have been conducted in industrial

educational

settings.

These studies

seem to have conflicting

results.
In

a

study conducted

to assess

students'

and

practitioners'

perceptions of training (Graden, Christenson & Ysseldyke, 1984), it was
recognized that "a significant need exists for a database on perceived
quality

of

(N=232)

and

training"

(p.

397).

In this

current practitioners (N=195)

study,

graduating

students

of school psychology were

surveyed on their perception of training effectiveness in a variety of
roles school psychologists are expected to perform.

Respondents were

asked to rate the quality of their training, and the amount of training
needed

for

competencies within six major roles.

A major research

question addressed by the survey was the extent to which students and
practitioners differed in their perceptions of their training.
It is interesting to note that in this survey, in all six areas,
students' ratings of perceived training quality was higher than that of
Of the six areas, four were significant at 2.<.Ol.

the practitioners.
One

explanation

of

these findings

is

that training bas changed to

reflect desired practice

in school psychology,

indeed

trained

in

However,

an alternate explanation is

better

psychologists.

these

areas

than

and

the students are

are

current

school

that students'

perceptions of training, and not the training itself, are more favorable
or idealistic than practitioner's perceptions due to limited experience
in implementing learned skills.

It may be that students' perceptions
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are inflated slightly because they have not faced the varying demands
and constraints of the job.
A second study conducted in 1974 (Patterson, McGann & Marquardt)
attempted to review training evaluations of the worth of training.

The

purpose of this study was to review an approach which would improve the
quality

of

the

analysis

performed

on training effectiveness data.

Subjects were field office personnel (N=294) of the Farm Credit Banks of
Omaha who

had

attended

seminars

during

the

same

period of

time.

Subjects were divided into two groups and surveyed at different times
( approximately

one month or two months following

completion of the

seminar). Rather than rate quality of courses, subjects were asked to
provide

perceptual

several

dimensions.

judgments of the quality of
To conduct

the

analysis,

the

instructors- on

Successive Interval

Scaling was used (Edwards, 1957).
The

results

of

the

study

indicated

that as

time passed,

the

subjects tended to revalue their judgments about the contributions of
the training faculty.

On the whole, instructors were rated higher by

the group completing the survey during month two.
These results conflict with the previous study where perception of
training effectiveness is higher with recent graduates.

However, due to

the time variance of only one month, these results should be considered
cautiously.

In

addition,

this

study evaluated subjects during

two

different periods as opposed to evaluating one group of subjects who had
received training at a different time.
Let us again consider data gathered from the military population
who

attended

training

at different

times

and have a variety of
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experience factors that may influence their perception of their training
effectiveness.

If

these

data

are

to be

of value

in making

recommendations to the formal schools, the significance of these factors
as they influence one's perception of training effectiveness must first
be determined.
In summary,
training

the

studies above show that valuable feedback on

effectiveness can be obtained by gathering information on

one's perceived value of that training.
determine how this

However, it is important to

information will be gathered and how it will be

ana l yzed.
Although

little research exists,

it is hypothesized that one's

perception of training effectiveness will change as one gains experience
and is exposed to on-the-job situations where this training is applied.
Therefore,

if

information is gathered from a sample of the entire

population which encompasses experience factors such as rank, time on
the job, and years since schooling, these factors should be considered
when making judgments about the results.
The objective of this study was to determine if one's perception of
training effectiveness is influenced by experience factors such as rank,
time

in service,

and time in Military Occupational Specialty (MOS)•

Data analyzed was
Questionnaire Method.

that collected using

the HQMC Analysis Survey

METHOD
Data for this survey were extracted from a prior survey conducted
for the United States Marine Corps by Eagle Technology under contract
number N66001-87-D-0082.
June-November 1987.

The survey was conducted during the period of

Permission has been obtained from the Commandant of

the Marine Corps to use this data for further study (Appendix A).
Subjects
Research subjects were active duty United States Marines holding a
primary Military Occupational Specialty (MOS)
Occupational Field ( OccFld).

in the 04 Logistics

The eight different MOSs in this OccFld

are as follows:
0402

Logistics Officer

0410

Maintenance Management Officer

0411

Maintenance Management Specialist

0430

Embarkation Officer

0431

Logistics/Embarkation Specialist

0451

Air Delivery Specialist

0481

Landing Support Specialist

0491

Combat Support Chief

Individuals in this OccFld include enlisted and Officer MOSs and
range from Private First Class to Colonel.
at the following locations:

8

Subjects have been surveyed

9

East Coast

West Coast

Schools

2nd Marine Division
(MARDIV)

1st MARDIV

Ft. Lee

2nd Field Service
Support Group (FSSG)

1st FSSG

Ft. Eustis

2nd Marine Air Wing

3rd MAW

LFTC Lant

(MAW)

Marine Corps Base
(East Coast)

Marine Corps Base
(West Coast)
7th Marine
Amphibious Brigade
Materials

A survey questionnaire was used to record the data.

The original

questionnaire was quite extensive, consisting of a series of qualitative
and quantitative questions for five different issues.
Issue One was used for this study (Appendix B).

Only a portion of

This section contains

demographic information for each respondent including name, rank, MOS,
location, prior MOS held, additional MOSs held, time in service, time in
grade, and time in MOS.
The next portion of the questionnaire to be used in this study
required the respondent to rate several methods of training provided as
to their quality in preparing the individual for his MOS duties.
following ratings were available:
(5)

Excellent

(4)

Good

(3)

Adequate

(2)

Fair

The
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(1)

Poor

The methods of training to be rated are as follows:
I.

Formal school training before assignment billet

2.

Formal school training following billet experience

3.

Technical training before formal school training

4.

Technical training after formal school training

S.

OJT before formal school training

6.

OJT after formal school training

7.

OJT only

Because this study is intended to analyze the Marine's perception
of formal school training before assignment to billet, only the first
training method will be considered.
Procedure
Survey instruments were administered by Eagle Technology training
analysts at the locations stated previously.

Marines completing the

survey met in on-base classrooms or similar accommodations.

The E-Tech

training analyst provided a brief introduction as to the purpose of the
survey, gave a brief description of the training issues being addressed
in the survey, and reinforced that the survey was not ~ test but an
opportunity for the individuals completing it to provide their opinions
to HQMC.

The administrator then distributed the survey booklets and

provided each Marine with a pencil.

Once the Marines were given a copy

of the survey, each issue was again explained, and an explanation of the
questionnaire design was also given.

Because not all MOSs were surveyed

during each administration of the questionnaire, and all five issues
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did not pertain to each MOS, not all five issues were given out during
each administration.
Individuals were

told

they could ask questions of the survey

administrator at any time during the completion of the survey.

They

were asked not to discuss their responses with fellow respondents until
after the survey was completed.

They were told that their responses

would remain totally confidential.
At each location the questionnaire was administered an average of
three

times,

with from five

to 50 Marines

showing up for a single

administration.

At each location, the administrator requested that all

available MOSs

complete

c onven ienc e.
1/2

hour

to

the

survey and

scheduled

times at their

Time required to complete the Questionnaire ranged from
just over I

and 1/2 hours.

A total of 273 respondents

completed questionnaires.

Statistical Analysis
Data were analyzed using a combination of multiple regression and
analysis of covariance.

The perceived quality of training (rating given

to training method) served as the dependent variable.
regression was

Backward multiple

performed using quantitative independent- variables of

rank, time in service, time in grade, and time in MOS.

Because location

and MOS are not quantitative, they could not be included in the multiple
regression equation.

Therefore, analysis of covariance was conducted to

see if a significant relationship exists between independent variables
of location and MOS held to one's perceived quality of training, wi t b
rank,

time in service, grade, and MOS as covariates.

Post-hoc paired

12
comparisons
significant.

were

conducted

where

the

results

were

found

to be

RESULTS
A total of 200 Marines selected "Formal School training before
assignment to billet" as a method of training that they had received.
(All individuals responding to the survey were males.)

Table 1 provides

a listing of the various ranks held by these individuals.
TABLE 1
RANK OF RESPONDENTS
Frequency

Percent

PFC
LCPL
CPL
SGT
SSGT
GYSGT
MSGT
MGYSGT

5
44

2.6
23.0
16.2
12.0
6.3

W0-1
W0-2

1
2
2
21
20
1

Rank

31
23
12
16
7

4

SECOND LT
FIRST LT
CAPT
MAJ

TOTAL

.5

_2,_

1.0
1.0
11.0
10.5
.5
1.0
Missing

200

100.0

2

LT COL
Missing

8.4
3.7
2.1

The average length of time in service by these individuals was 8
years.

The amount of time in service ranged from a minimum of eight

months to a maximum of 28.5 years (SD=6.35 years).
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The average amount of time spent in the individuals' current grade
(rank) was 1.82 years.

The minimum time in grade was one month with a

maximum of 8.75 years (SD=l.53 years).
The average time spent in any one MOS was 4.79 years.

The time in

MOS ranged from a minimum of one month to a maximum of 24 years (SD=4.05
years).
Marines who indicated they had attended formal schooling before
assignment
locations.

to billet were currently assigned to a large variety of
However,

these

locations can be grouped

categories.

These categories are:

Facilities,

and Ships.

into four

Air Bases, Land Bases, Training

Table 2 shows the frequency of individuals

assigned to each of these categories.

TABLE 2
LOCATION OF RESPONDENTS BY CATEGORY

Loc 2 tion Cate~OIY
Marine Corps Base - Land
Marine Corps Base - Air
Training Command
Ships
TOTAL

Frequency
159
15
7
_l.2,_

200

Percent
79.5
7.5
3.5

2,5
100.0

Respondents in each of the eight MOSs surveyed indicated th at th ey
had attended formal school training before assignment to billet.
3 provides a breakdown of the numbers of each MOS respo nd ing.

Table
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TABLE 3
MOS HELD BY RESPONDENTS
MOS Title
Logistics Officer
Maint Mngt Officer
Maint Mngt Specialist
Embarkation Officer
Log-Embark Specialist
Air Delivery Specialist
Landing Support Specialist
Combat Support Chief
Mis s ing

MOS No,

Freguency

Percent

0402
0410
0411
0430
0431
0451
0481
0491

22

11.0
2.5
17.5
11 .5
19.0
16.5
13.5
8.0

5

35
23
38
33
27
16

,5

_L

TOTAL

200

100.0

Pearson product moment correlations were calculated to determine
the bivariate relationships between pairs of quantitative variables·.
Tab le 4 presents the correlation matrix containing the variables of
rank, time in service, time in grade, and time in MOS as well as the
dependent variable of rating given to formal school training.
TABLE 4
CORRELATION MATRIX

1

Variables
1. Formal School Rating

2

.0660

3. Time in Serv_ice

~

.0001 -.1115
.4938*

2. Rank

5
-.0329

.2733*

.2611*

.4081*

.7388*
.3351 *

4. Time in Grade
5. Time in MOS

*Significant at

3

p_

< .001, two-tailed
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The results of this correlation analysis indicate that the formal
school rating given is not influenced by any of the variables of rank,
time

in

service,

time

in grade,

or time in MOS.

However,

these

independent variables all highly correlate with one another.
Multiple. regression analysis was performed with time in MOS , rank ,
time

in grade,

and

time

in service as the independent variables to

determine if a joint relationship existed with the dependent variable.
Analysis of regression data revealed that even when considered jointly,
no significant relationship exists between the independent variables of
time in MOS, rank, time in grade, and time in service with rating given
to

formal

school

training

(R=.153,

F(4,184)=1.09,

2_

> .10).

The

coefficient of determination (R2 ) was .023, indicating that only 2% of
the variance

in formal

school

rating was

accounted for by these

variables.
Analysis of covariance was conducted to determine if a significant
relationship existed between the independent variables of location and
MOS to one's rating of formal school training effectiveness.
analysis

First an

of covariance was conducted to determine if a relationship

existed between location of respondents (using the four categories) and
rating

given

to

formal

covariates of rank,
MOS held.

school

training while holding constant the

time in service, time in grade, time in MOS, a nd

The results of this analysis indicate that no significant

relationship

exists

(2_

> .IO) between variables of formal school

training rating and location.

Table 5 summarizes these results.
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TABLE 5
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF FORMAL
SCHOOL TRAINING RATING TO LOCATION

ss

Source

df

MS

F

Sig/F

10.173
2.514
.012
.308
3 .936
3.527

5
1
1
1
1
1

2.035
2.514
.012
.308
3.936
3.527

1.346
1.663
.008
.204
2.603
2.332

.247
.199
.929
.652
.108
.128

3.463
3.463

3
3

1.154
1.154

.763
•763

.516
.516

Explained
Residual

13.636
272.173

8
180

1.705
1.512

1.127

.347

TOTAL

285.810

188

1.520

Covariates:
Rank
Time in Service
Time in MOS
Time in Grade
MOS
Main Effects
Location

Next, an analysis of covariance was conducted to determine if a
relationship existed between MOS held by the respondent and rating given
to formal

school

training while holding constant the covariates of

rank, time in service, time in MOS, time in grade, and location of MOS.
The results of this analysis indicate that a significant relationship
does exist ("Q.. < .001) between rating given to formal school training and
MOS held.

These results are presented in Table 6.
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TABLE 6
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF FORMAL
SCHOOL TRAINING RATING TO MOS

ss

Source

df

MS

F

Sig/F

Covariates:
Rank
Time in Service
Time in MOS
Time in Grade
Location

11.631
3.579
.401
2.673
• 916
3.349

5
1
1
1
1
1

2.326
3.579
.401
2.673
.916
3.349

1.785
2.746
.308
.051
.703
2.570

.118
.099
.580
.154
.403
.111

Main Effects
MOS

43.391
43.391

7
7

6.199
6.199

4.756
4.756

.ooo
.ooo

Explained
Residual

55.022
228.100

12
175

4.585
1.303

3.518

.ooo

TOTAL

283. 122

187

1.514

In order to conduct post-hoc comparisons, the adjusted means used
in the analysis of covariance were calculated.

These adjusted means

were then rank ordered and are presented in Table 7.
TABLE 7
ADJUSTED MEAN RATING OF FORMAL
SCHOOL TRAINING BY MOS

MOS Title
Air Delivery Specialist
Landing Support Specialist
Combat Support Chief
Maint Mgmt Specialist
Log-Embarkation Specialist
Embarkation Officer
Logistics Officer
Maint Mgmt Officer

MOS No,

Mean Ratini

0451
0481
0491
0411
0431
0430
0402
0410

4.84
3.68
3.62
3.37
3.32
2.87
2.76
2.17
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Using

Fisher's LSD

test and considering group size,

comparisons were conducted

post-hoc

to determine the degree to which an MOS

rating must vary to be significant at 12.. < .OS.

Using this formula, it

was determined that the adjusted mean rating given by MOS 0451 varied
significantly from all other MOS adjusted mean ratings.
MOSs fell into two clusters.

The remaining

The first cluster consisted of MOS 0481,

0491, 0411, and 0431 and did not differ significantly among themselves,
but as a group, varied significantly from the remaining cluster.

The

remaining cluster consisted of MOS 0430, 0402, and 0410, and had the
lowest overall adjusted mean ratings.

Overall, the MOS adjusted mean

ratings tended to fall into three groupings representing formal school
ratings of excellent, good, and adequate/fair.
It

should be noted

information
different

obtained

formal

that

from

school

this

trend was consistent with other

the questionnaire.

training,

evaluate its quality differently.

and,

Each MOS attended

therefore,

each tended to

The original questionnaire obtained

additional qualitative responses from the eight different MOSs on the
value of their training.
0451

perceived his

This additional information indicated that MOS

training as best overall, with responses from the

other MOSs consistent with their adjusted mean ratings.

DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to determine if one's perception of
training
factors

effectiveness was
rank,

time in service, time in grade, time in MOS,

location, or MOS held.

On the basis of the data reported in this study,

the

such as

influenced by experience or demographic

only variable which affected how the respondents rated their

perception of quality of formal school training before assignment to
billet was the MOS that the Marine held.

Therefore, it can be concluded

from this data that the variables of rank, time in service, time in
grade,

time

in MOS,

and

location had no effect on bow the -Marine

perceived the effectiveness of his formal school training.
Two

schools

of thought exist as to how data on perception of

training effectiveness should be gathered.

The first theory follows the

logic that "after a certain period of time, the graduate will have a
difficult time making realistic judgments about how well the instruction
prepared him for bis
Systems

Development,

job" ( Interseryice Procedures for Instructional
Phases IV and

v,

p. 68).

The theory is supported

by the Navy's concern that "more time on the job will ~llow a better
conception of job requirements to develop in the trainee, but it will
also lead to a more forgetting of school training problems, particularly
(Dyer, Ryan &
those problems that are corrected by on-the-job training"

Mew, 1975, p. 18).

experience factors such
The theory would imply that

as rank, time in service, time in grade, or time in MOS would influence
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one's perception of training effectiveness of f orma 1 school training
before assignment

to billet.

However,

the results of this study

indicate that no relationship exists.
The second school of thought advocated by the Marine Corps suggests
that a cross

section of the population including a wide variety of

experience levels should be considered when gathering data on perception
of

training

assignment

effectiveness even if formal school training before

to billet is being evaluated.

The results of this study

support the requirements of the Marine Corps who specify

that "failure

to survey a truly representative cross-section of the target population
may invalidate any dee is ion that is based upon the survey findings.
Within any Occupational Field (OccFld)

survey, all the MOSs must be

represented and all grade levels must be adequately surveyed" (HQMC
Training Department, 1985, p. D-4).

Because no relationship existed

between the experience variables in this study and the rating given to
formal

school

training,

information on perception of training

effectiveness appears not to be influenced by these variables.

The fact

that the MOS held was the only variable that had a significant effect on
one's perception of training effectiveness tends to validate the
usefulness of this type of survey.

Results of this survey· are useful to

the Marine Corps because there is a clear distinction between MOSs who
feel their training is adequate, and those that feel improvement may be
needed.
The method of data collection used by the Marine Corps is more coS t
effective and easier to conduct than surveying a series of small groups
of recent graduates

over a period of time on their perception . of

22
training effectiveness.

In addition,

this method is more practical

because it provides immediate information to the fields and schools and
has a much better probability of being statistically significant due to
the larger sample sizes available.
However, little research currently exists on the validity of this
type of survey to evaluate perception of training effectiveness and not
be influenced by a variety of experience factors.

Although this study

indicates that the method used by the Marine Corps is valid to evaluate
a Marine's perception of training effectiveness, it is suggested that
future

research be conducted which may also evaluate a variety of

different independent variables.
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EAGLE TECHNOLOGY, INC.
950 !\orth Orlando Avenue. Winter Park. FL 327H9 (305 1 629-601(.J

TRN/SKV
Ser:
8 February 1988
833.02
TO:

Commandant of the Marine Corps
Code T
Vashington, D.C. 20361-0001

SUBJECT:

Request to use data obtained under contract N66001-87-D-0082
for further analysis

Eagle Technology (E-Tech) is currently under contract with Headquarters
Marine Corps (HQMC) to develop Individual Training Standards for a number of
different Military Occupational Specialties (HOS) across several different
Occupational Fields.
This work is being done for BQMC Training Department and is contracted
through the Naval Ocean Systems Center (NOSC). At HQHC, the project is directed
by LtCol Villiam J. Sublette, Code TAP-30.
One of E-Tech's Delivery Order Managers for this project, Hs. Sharon
Volford, is interested in further analyzing data she has collected under this
study. She would like to use the results of this analysis as the basis for her
Master's Thesis in Industrial/Organizational Psychology with the University of
Central Florida.
The purpose of this additional analysis is to determine factors that may
influence a Harine's perception of training effectiveness. This information
would be valuable in conducting future training effectiveness evaluations.
Hs. Volford would be pleased to conduct this analysis and provide HQHC with
a copy of her results at no cost to subject contract or the Government.

If this request is approved, please provide Ms. Volford_with writte~
authority from HQHC. Please be assured that attention to this request will be
most appreciated by E-Tech and Hs. Volford.
Sincerely,

/u,

~

(k Utc!t /[, .__
7

oOugla;f Copela~
Program Director

rab
cc:

NPRDC, Ms. Judy Vasik

~ -
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
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HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20380-0001
IN REPLY REFER TO

4200

~~

TDC
0 4 MAR l~t>o

Mr. Douglas R. Copeland
Eagle Technology, Inc.
950 North Orlando Avenue
Winter Park, FL 32789
Dear Mr. Copeland:
This letter is in response to your 8 February 1988 request
that Ms. Sharon Wolford be given permission to further
analyze data collected in development of USMC individual
training standards (ITS).
Permission is granted for Ms. Walford's use of existing data
from our ITS projects for use completing her master's thesis
at the University of Central Florida.
We will be pleased to receive a copy of Ms. Walford's
completed thesis, at no cost to the ITS contract, or to the
government.

R. A.G. BERNS,

Lieutenant Colonel, U.S. Marine Corp
Head, Standards Branch
By direction of
the Commandant of the Marine Corps
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TSAR
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
ITS DEVELOPMENT
QUESTIONNAIRE BOOKLET
INTRODUCTION

The United States Marine Corps (USMC) has begun the development
of Individual Training Standards (ITS) for selected Military Occupational
Specialties (MOS) within the Marine Corps. The ITS will specify the required
performance capabilities which Marine Corps personnel must acquire
through their training for a MOS. The ITS will provide guidance to formal
schools and unit commanders on responsibility for training Marines on those
tasks and standards required for MOS performance.
You have been selected to participate in this data collection on the basis
of your current job assignment. The information you furnish will be of great
value to the Marine Corps in future decisions on policies concernin g th e
structure of your occupational field , training, classification, and personnel
assignments.
·
This is not a test. Neither you, nor your unit will be evaluated on th e
information you provide. The answers you provide are strictly confidential.
The results of the information you provide in this data collection may be
of benefit to you and other Marines in your occupational field. Therefore,
please be as straightforward and accurate as possible.
The questions in this data collection cover informati~n on yo_ur
background, your training, and your job experience. Some questions re~u1~e
a Yes I No response, some multiple choice responses, and some wnte-m
responses.
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
Rank/Name:._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _...JMOS:

-----Location :_____________Phone No.
(Cmmercial~')_ __

-----------------

Prior MOSs held:

Addition aI MOSs currently holding:

-------------

Time In Service:_____ Time In Grade:____ Tlme In MOS:

---

MOS RELATED SCHOOLING
COURSE

LOCATION

DATES ATTENDED

1)_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

2) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
3)_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
4)_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
5) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
6)_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

1.

There is no time limit in completing this questionnaire. Sections should
be answered in sequence and each section should be thoroughly
completed in whatever time is required before going to the next. Do not
leave questions unanswered with the intent of going back later to
complete them.

2.

Read all questions carefully and answer all questions unless otherwise
instructed.

3.

It is suggested you use a pencil to mark your responses. If it is
necessary to change a response, be sure to erase or strike through the
response completely.

4.

If you have any questions regarding these instructions, ask your survey
administrator.
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ISSUE 1
IS THE STRUCTURE OF LOGISTICS TRAINING ADEQUATE?
IF NOT, WHAT ADDITIONS/MODIFICATIONS ARE REQUIRED?
(Check one)

YES:_ _ NO.·_ _

A) For each of the methods of training listed below, rate
the method of training qualilty depending on how well
it prepared you for your MOS duties.
( 5)
(4 )
(3)
(2)

Ex c e 11 en t-----------------------------------------( 5)
G o o d - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ( 4 ) :~
Adeq uate-------------------------------------(3):
Fair---------------------------------------(2): :

(1) Poor------------------------------------(1):
(NA) Not applicable-Did not attend training-(NA) : :
METHOD OF TRAINING

I

I

I

I

'

'
I

I
I

I

NA 1 2 3 4 5

1A1

Formal School Training Before Assignment
To Billet

NA 1 2 3 4 5

1A2

Formal School Training Following Billet
Experience

NA 1 2 3 4 5

1A3

Technical Training Before Formal School
Training

NA 1 2 3 4 5

1A4

Technical Training After Formal School
Training

NA 1 2 3 4 5

1A5 OJT Before Formal School Training

NA 1 2 3 4 5

OJT After Formal School Training -

NA 1 2. 3 4 5

1A6

1A7 OJT Only

NA 1 2 3 4 5
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